I. Introduction
Political affairs in many developed countries have been affected in recent years by negative sentiment against immigrants. One flashpoint in particular has been a widespread belief that immigrants are more likely to claim benefits under the country's social welfare system than natives, and that therefore immigration represents a significant cost to the taxpayer. This belief is not without a statistical basis. Looking at raw participation rates, Frick, Smeeding and Wagner (1999, Table 5 ) find that immigrants in Germany are 3.7 times more likely to receive means-tested transfers, and those in the U.S. are 1.5 times more likely.
In the U.S., perceptions about the costs of immigration have led to significant social policy changes. The major welfare-reform law passed in August, 1996 (the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act) denied benefits to legal immigrants under a number of federal programs, and allowed states to be even more stringent.
1 In Germany, the recent reform of asylum laws (Asylbewerberleistungsgesetz) may have been affected by perceptions that asylum applicants were actually economic refugees seeking a springboard to a better life through Germany's generous social welfare system.
In brief, we find that immigrants are more likely to receive welfare than native citizens. We also find that raw take-up rates are higher among immigrants than native Germans (60 versus 35 percent). However, the differences disappear after controlling for other variables. All else equal, immigrants are no more likely than natives to claim welfare.
We suspect that immigrants claim welfare more frequently not because they are immigrants, but because they happen to find themselves more frequently in the kinds of life circumstances that also lead native citizens to claim welfare. There appears to be nothing about being an immigrant per se that leads to greater take-up.
We would argue that our results are broadly informative for debates about immigration in other countries. Although comparable take-up results are not available for other countries, we present other statistics that are comparable to other countries, particularly the U.S. In these cases, there is considerable similarity between what we have found and what has been found elsewhere. Germany does not appear to be an odd case along these other dimensions, therefore we infer that Germany's immigrant take-up situation may well be replicated elsewhere.
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The paper is structured as follows. Section II below discusses our research question and the literature. Section III gives an overview of the German SA system. Section IV describes our data and methods for determining eligibility. Section V provides descriptive statistics and take-up rates for German natives and immigrants. Section VI presents results from regressions of SA participation on various household characteristics. Section VII concludes.
II. Research Question and Literature
More sophisticated empirical analyses of welfare participation do suggest a positive immigrant effect. In the U.S., studies by Blau (1984) , Borjas and Trejo (1991) , Borjas and Hilton (1996) , Hu (1998), and Van Hook and Bean (1998) all suggest that immigrants are more likely to receive welfare. In Germany, a positive immigrant welfare effect is found not only by Frick, Smeeding, and Wagner (1999) , but also by Voges, Frick and Büchel (1998), and Riphahn (1998) . In Canada, however, results are more mixed. Baker and Benjamin (1995) find that immigrants are less likely to receive benefits, while Siklos and Marr (1998) find they are more likely. Overall, the literature suggests that immigrants seem to participate more frequently in social programs, but that this effect erodes as immigrants assimilate into the native country.
3 Our paper is motivated by an aspect of immigration that seems to be important for the political discussion, but that the existing research has been unable to address. The research as it now stands has explored questions of welfare receipt, while the political issues revolve, we believe, not only around receipt but also take-up: Are immigrants simply more eligible for welfare, or are they more likely to claim welfare given their eligibility? We think the second question is particularly important.
While one can debate whether eligibility really is a matter of personal choice, take-up behavior is more likely to be freely chosen by the individual. A group with high eligibility rates, all else equal, may be considered economically unfortunate or even victimized. A group with high take-up rates, all else equal, is less likely to be granted such sympathies.
High take-up rates are likely to be seen as a sign of weak personal or cultural norms against dependency, and thus open the group to more intense stigma (Bird, 1999) . Our objective is to test whether there is any empirical basis for such a belief: Is the positive immigrant welfare effect a matter of a different take-up choices, all else equal, or is it simply the result of differences in eligibility and the external circumstances that affect take-up?
While questions like these have been considered important by other researchers in the field, it has proven difficult to generate any solid evidence, simply because eligibility status is unobserved in the data and is very difficult to estimate. Indeed estimating eligibility for even individual U.S. social programs has been the object of entire studies, such as Food Stamps (Tripp, Doyle, and Asher, 1992) and Aid to Families with Dependent Children (Ruggles and Michel, 1987 ). An additional focus on immigrants has been rare. Hu (1998, p. 727ff ) makes an attempt to impute immigrant eligibility and take-up rates for one program, Supplemental Security Income, but the quality of the imputation is negatively affected by data problems:
SSI has an asset limit that differs across states, and, although finding the state-level asset limits may not be difficult, the failure of finding data that accurately record household assetsespecially households at the low end of the income distribution -makes any eligibility determination inaccurate. Borjas and Hilton (1996, p. 596ff) do not directly estimate eligibility and take-up, but they do try to identify whether communal networks, which spread information and norms about available benefits, might affect the receipt patterns of U.S.
immigrants. The results of both papers suggest that there may be an immigrant take-up effect in addition to the receipt effect. No other research (to our knowledge) tries to address these questions, not even indirectly.
It is important to note that the two studies just mentioned are based on U.S. data, even though U.S. social policy is well-known for the complexities of its eligibility rules. There is a very wide variety of federal and state means-tested programs, offering cash and in-kind assistance on the basis of widely different eligibility criteria. Thus, a direct examination of take-up rates in the U.S. is quite difficult, and, since U.S. studies have been first in the field, this may explain why take-up issues have not been prominent on the research agenda.
This need not be so, however, since social programs in other countries may have eligibility rules simple enough to allow a direct examination of take-up rates. In Germany, for example, one program acts as the predominant national source of means-tested welfare assistance -Sozialhilfe or Social Assistance (SA). While one must not over-emphasize the uniformity of the German SA system (it is affected by a number of quirks and qualifications which will be discussed later), determining eligibility is much easier under SA than under the social assistance systems of most other countries, especially the U.S.
Past studies for Germany have suggested that the take-up of Social Assistance is less than universal among the eligible population. Studies going back to the early 1980s (e.g.
Hauser, Cremer-Schäfer, and Nouvertné, 1981; Hartmann, 1985) have suggested that only about half of eligible Germans actually claimed their social assistance benefits. Recent estimates (Hauser and Hübinger, 1993; Neumann and Hertz, 1998) put the non-take-up rate (referred to in the German-language literature as the Dunkelziffer -the 'Dark Number') at 50 to 60 percent.
As in the U.S., an additional focus on the take-up of immigrants does not exist to the best of our knowledge. However, there is certainly room for the take-up behavior of native Germans and immigrants to differ. In a study comparing households with recent immigrants and households without immigrants or foreigners, for example, Frick et al. (1997, pp. 28-30) analyze welfare receipt and poverty rates. Defining a poverty threshold at 40 percent of median income, they find poverty rates for immigrants to be 4.1 times as high as those for natives. At the same time welfare receipt rates among recent immigrants are only 3.5 times as high. Interpreting poverty rates as an indirect measure of eligibility, this difference provides an indication for different take-up behavior.
Our research strategy, then, comes down to this: We will use data from the German Socio-Economic Panel to make reasonably accurate imputations of SA eligibility and take-up rates for a sample of immigrant and native residents in Germany. 4 Thus, we provide the most direct measurement, to date, of take-up rates among immigrants and natives in a developed economy within an appropriate econometric framework.
III. The German Social Assistance System
Historically, Germany's welfare state has relied heavily on the principle of social insurance rather than means-tested assistance. Social assistance was not very important and it was the responsibility of local governments, as in most countries, but in 1961 a general, national, means-tested assistance program was introduced. Sozialhilfe (Social Assistance, or SA) remains today as the most important means-tested part of the German social welfare system.
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Social Assistance is divided into two branches. The most important one is Hilfe zum Lebensunterhalt (HLU) which is the SA system's provision for ongoing monthly payments to households deemed eligible on the basis of their incomes. These support payments make up It is important to notice that, even though calculating the exact level of HLU payments can be quite complicated, depending on a household's specific income components and wealth situation, determining basic eligibility is much less complicated for most households.
Simply, a household is HLU-eligible if its income falls below the HLU threshold, with some modifications. The eligibility modifications are basically fixed by administrative practice, and can be obtained from officials in the German social welfare system. Thus while we would not be comfortable claiming that our eligibility determinations are perfect, we do feel that they are quite accurate relative to the eligibility judgments which might be made for programs in other countries. 8 This is certainly true for the U.S., where it is probably misleading to refer to the totality of means-tested transfers as a 'system'. Instead, the assistance available to the poor has always been a haphazard combination of local, state, and federal programs, in cash and in kind, with a broad variety of eligibility rules. Yet it is in the U.S. that most recent research on immigrants and welfare has been conducted. By contrast, the relative simplicity of the German HLU system allows a unique opportunity to explore not just the participation of immigrants, but their eligibility and take-up as well.
IV. Data and Methods
Data source and the eligibility assignment procedure
We use data from the German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP), a repeated sample of German households begun in 1984 in the former West Germany, and extended in 1990 to include the new eastern federal states. Certain aspects of the SOEP, and recent additions to it, make it especially valuable for a study of immigration. The original West-German subsample included an oversample of foreign workers (Gastarbeiter), who mainly immigrated during the 1960s and early 1970s. Of major importance for our study, however, is the fact that in 1995 the SOEP added a special sub-sample of immigrants to West-Germany who entered the country after 1984, and thus had no chance to be included in the original sample (Burkhauser, Kreyenfeld, and Wagner, 1996) . This addition encompasses the massive influx of persons from Eastern Europe after the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 (including the Aussiedlerethnic germans from countries other than Germany). Evidence suggests that failure to account for these demographic flows, or the much milder earlier ones, can affect the results of empirical studies.
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The SOEP variables cover the economic status of the individuals and households in the sample, as well as their social and demographic characteristics and a number of subjective satisfaction indices. We also observe whether any household members were born in a foreign country, as well as the year of immigration and the country of origin.
We take a cross-section from the 1996 wave of the panel and construct a data set using the household as the unit of observation (6,567 cases unweighted). Applying appropriate population weights, which also control for potential attrition in previous waves, these cases form a representative sample of all non-institutionalized households living in Germany in early 1996. For each household in our data, we obtain information about the age, gender, marital status, and education of the head; the household's composition; its residential location; and its income (including the earnings, the non-labor income, and the transfer income of all household members) in the month of the interview.
We will explore two indicator variables. The first is an indicator of whether the family actually obtained assistance for life support (HLU) in the month of interview. This variable indicates welfare receipt and has been studied often in the literature. The results for this variable will allow us to compare our findings to those of others, to see whether our broader conclusions from these data might be applicable elsewhere.
The second variable, unique to our study, is whether the family was eligible for HLU.
This is calculated within our data according to the rules of SA system. The algorithm for the calculation needs to take into account a given household´s size and composition as well as special living conditions of this household and the individuals living therein.
The starting point for the algorithm is each individual's base weight, which assigns a value of 1.0 to the head of the household and weights varying from 0.5 to 0.9 to additional household members according to age. 10 An individual's base weight may be increased due to additional needs caused by "special circumstances" (Mehrbedarfszuschläge) based upon age, disability status, household composition of lone parent families and pregnancy. 11 The household weight is the sum of the individual weights of all household members (individual base weights plus weights for additional needs). The household weight is multiplied by an income threshold which represents the minimum income that is deemed essential for a single adult in the household's federal state (Eckregelsatz). Across states, this need threshold in 1996 ranged from about DM 504 in the Eastern states to about DM 522 in the Western states. 12 Then costs of housing, heating, and warm water are added, with the total being the household's overall economic need.
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The formula for calculating need is as follows:
where HN i = household i's total economic need n = number of household members IW ij = Individual j's base weight AW ij = weights for additional need (Mehrbedarfszuschläge) NT = state-specific need threshold (Eckregelsatz, approx. $300) HC i = housing costs
To determine eligibility, current household income is compared to household needs. The income measure used for this comparison is the actual current household income adjusted for certain deductible expenditures (Absetzbeträge) in case of employment as well as for some transfer payments.
14 If the household's adjusted income is below the overall household's needs, the household is considered eligible for HLU, i.e.:
(2) HLU i = 1 if HN i > HH-Income (minus deductions)
We apply this eligibility method to all the households in our sample, including native Germans and immigrants. We define immigrant households as those households with an immigrant head and spouse. 15 We will also look at households with different compositions, however. We define 'native' households as households in which neither the head nor the spouse is an immigrant, while a mixed household has one immigrant and one native as head or spouse. An 'immigrant' is defined as a person who was born in a country other than Germany. Thus, our sample of immigrants includes Ethnic Germans such as the Russian Volga-Deutsche. German immigration and asylum laws have made strict distinctions between immigrants of German ethnic background and other immigrants, but we have chosen not to make this distinction. We can take account of the ethnicity of immigrants by using the appropriate controls in regressions.
Being aware that income measurements can contain errors, we take one further step to be conservative about our eligibility assignments: we assign eligibility to households whose needs are 1.05 times higher than income. Eventually we will examine the group of HLUeligible households as a separate sample, and inflating the needs threshold by 5 percent gives us greater confidence that this sample of HLU-eligible households contains no households that are not actually eligible for the program.
2. Econometric Issues.
Having estimated eligibility for HLU, we are able to perform two kinds of regression analysis. The first takes the entire sample of respondents living in Germany and conducts probit regressions of HLU receipt on household characteristics. The second restricts the sample to HLU eligible households, and conducts probit regressions of take-up on household characteristics.
In restricting the sample by eligibility status, we may generate bias in the coefficients.
To see this, suppose the regression of interest is
where T is take-up, Y is income, I indicates the respondent is an immigrant, X is a vector of other household characteristics, and ε is an error term. Because we only include HLU-eligible households in the sample, we are effectively selecting the sample on income. This has two Among all families, 5.7 percent are eligible for HLU according to our assignment procedure. Only 2.3 percent indicate that they actually receive HLU payments, meaning that 59.6 percent of the eligible population fails to claim an HLU benefit for which it is eligible.
This estimate of the non-take-up rate (Dunkelziffer) is within the range found for Germany by other researchers (Hauser and Hübinger, 1993; Neumann and Hertz, 1998) . More interesting for our purposes is the contrast between natives and immigrants: 40.0 percent of eligible immigrant households fail to take up their HLU benefits while 65.3 percent of all-native households do so. Moreover, 14.5 percent of immigrant households are eligible while only 5.0 percent of native households are. These two differences lead to large differences in receipt: Some 8.7 percent of immigrant households receive HLU while only 1.8 percent of all-native households do so. Thus, immigrants to Germany are 4.9 times more likely to receive assistance, a ratio that is higher than that found in the U.S. (Borjas and Hilton, 1996) .
How much of this is eligibility? If all eligible households claimed their benefits, immigrants would be only 14.5/5.0 = 2.9 times more likely to be receiving HLU. Therefore, the greater propensity of eligible immigrants to claim benefits accounts for (4.9-2.9)/4.9 = 41 percent of the receipt difference, while differences in eligibility account for the remaining 59 percent.
VI. Regression Statistics
That immigrants are more likely to take-up HLU benefits, however, does not imply that it is immigration per se that leads to this behavioral difference. The question is, are eligible immigrants more likely to claim welfare than eligible native citizens with similar characteristics, or does the positive immigrant take-up effect disappear once a household's situation is accounted for?
To explore this question, we ran a number of probit regressions in which the dependent variable is defined as a 1 if the household receives HLU and a 0 if not. Table 2 provides some descriptive statistics of our regression variables. Note that 1,008 of the 6,567 cases in our sample are immigrant households, a sufficient number to observe reliable regression patterns across the groups.
To begin, we focus on simple participation. participate. The remaining columns (3 and 4) show that the positive immigrant participation effect persists after controlling for the head's age, sex, and education, and the location of the household. As has been found by others (notably Borjas and Hilton, 1996) , the positive immigrant welfare participation effect is reduced, but not eliminated, after controlling for the characteristics of the household.
To focus on take-up behavior, in Table 4 we retain only HLU-eligible households in the sample, which comes to 365 raw observations in our data. This smaller sample size will of course generate higher standard errors on the coefficients than in Table 3 . On the other hand, the sample is not vanishingly small, and in fact there seems to be enough variation in the data to obtain meaningful results for the variables of interest.
In Table 4 we present a number of probit regressions with take-up as the dependent variable (1 = take-up, 0 = non-take-up). The first column shows that when only income is controlled for, immigrants are more likely than natives to take-up benefits, although the effect is not statistically significant. The second column suggests that this result is not affected by how one defines the immigrant household; breaking out mixed households from the native households has little effect on the coefficients. The remaining columns in the table add more controls to the regression. While income, age, and family structure variables have large and statistically significant coefficients, in no case are the immigrant indicators statistically significant. Indeed, with a full set of controls (columns 4a and 4b), the coefficient on immigrant status has a negative sign -though it is statistically insignificant -indicating that native Germans are more likely to take up benefits than immigrants. The higher raw rate of take-up by immigrants thus seems to be explained by the concentration of take-up inducing characteristics in the immigrant population, and not by immigrant status per se.
In order to test whether attrition may affect the results in our longitudinal sample we apply a Heckman procedure. The waves' staying probabilities that are provided in the data are based on results from logistic regressions using household information from the previous and the current year and can be combined to obtain household-specific probabilities of still being part of the survey in 1996. Thus, they are likely to capture much of the demographic flows that affect welfare receipt in the work by Riphahn (1998). We use the combined staying probabilities to construct an inverse Mill's ratio which is plugged into the regression equation.
The coefficient on this selection correction term are very small (-.003 to -.014) and statistically insignificant across all specifications. The other regression coefficients are almost identical to those from an estimation without the inverse Mill's ratio. Thus, we find no evidence that differences in attrition affect the results on welfare take-up in our sample.
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The pattern of the family structure variables is interesting in itself (see column 4a in table 4). Among the eligible households, lone parents are less likely than others to claim benefits ( ß = -1.004), despite the probability that these families are more needy than others.
(The omitted category is two-adult, no child families.) It should be remembered, however, that need is already accounted for by the presence of income and child variables in the regressions. Also, if the single parent is not married ( ß = 1.046), he or she will be slightly more likely to claim benefits than two-adult, no-child families, and much more likely than single adult families.
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In substantive terms, the effect of being an immigrant is moderate, neither small nor large. In Table 5 we show the result of predicting the probability of take-up using the coefficients in regression 4a of Table 4 . With all independent variables set to their sample mean, and with the immigrant variable set to 0, the predicted probability of take-up is 41.9
percent. With immigrant set to 1, the predicted take-up rate is somewhat lower, 37.4 percent.
This effect is roughly comparable to a DM 100 increase in a family's monthly income, which lowers the predicted take-up rate from 40.5 percent to 38.1 percent. Finally, Table 7 explores effects of country of origin and entry cohort. Immigrants from the EU are the least likely to claim benefits, while those from regions other than those listed (e.g. the developing world) are most likely. As for entry cohorts, entrants since 1991 are more likely to claim benefits, while entrants from 1976 to 1990 are less likely. Although none of these effects is statistically significant, they do roughly match patterns found in previous literature.
Overall, the finding that immigrant status per se does not strongly affect take-up rates seems to be fairly robust in the data, and does not change across all these empirical variations.
VII. Conclusion
The main proposition in which we were interested at the start was whether immigrants are more likely than natives to claim benefits for which they are eligible. Some such belief, we feel, may be at the heart of some of the anti-immigrant sentiment one observes in various countries in debates about the costs of welfare. In our data, however, it appears that eligible immigrants are not substantially more likely to claim benefits than eligible and observationally similar natives. While the raw take-up rates of immigrants are higher than the take-up rates of Germans, this is because immigrants are more likely to be in the circumstances that would lead any household -German or immigrant -to claim benefits more frequently. Thus, being an immigrant per se does not appear to explain much of the difference in take-up rates; the difference seems to come from differing patterns of income, household structure, and age between immigrants and natives. 205.17 -199.65 -204.22 The regressions also include variables for number of children, and education. Source: SOEP 1996, Authors' calculations. The immigration provisions of the 1996 law met with heavy criticism. Subsequent amendments to the law have restored some of the benefits; and states with large immigrant populations have maintained some programs and benefits at their own cost (Passell, Clark, and Fix, 1997) .
2 Other researchers also note the similarity in behavior of immigrants to different countries: For example, a comparative study of the economic status of immigrants in the two countries suggests that "United States immigrants look remarkably like German immigrants with few exceptions" (Frick, Smeeding, and Wagner, 1999, p. 21) . 3 The literature has also addressed other interesting questions that are not directly related to our main research objective, but on some of them we will also provide evidence. Many studies have shown interesting patterns of program participation across countries of origin and entry cohorts (e.g. Borjas and Hilton, 1996) and across reasons for immigration (especially asylum-seekers: see Voges, Frick, and Büchel, 1998) . For a review of mainly labor market oriented literature concerning migration motivation, immigrant assimilation and the impact of immigration on the labor market see e.g. Zimmermann, 1995 and 1998 . Zimmermann (1998 also stresses the necessity of considering national immigration policies, when evaluating immigration behavior: "... immigration cannot per se be considered as good or bad for the labor market. Its impact on employment, wages and wealth depends crucially on the design of immigration policy". 4 A detailed description of the data and public-use access information for international scholars may be obtained in Wagner et al. (1993) . 5 There are some other means-tested programs. Certain forms of old-age pensions are available to people in circumstances of special need, and Wohngeld (housing subsidies) are based on annual family income. Although less important now than in years past, the system of Lastenausgleich (equalizing the burdens of WWII) has an explicit means-testing aspect, and some of the special programs designed to help East Germans after unification have been means-tested. On the whole, however, these programs are not very large compared to the SA system. 6 The remaining 17.5 percent of the SA system's expenditures (not including expenditures on institutionalized clients -see Neuhäuser, 1996, p. 635) are made up by Hilfe in besonderen Lebenslagen (HBL). Under HBL, income assistance is provided for people in certain circumstances where some expenditure is considered necessary, but the expenditure is too high for the household's current income (see Bundesministerium für Arbeit und Sozialordnung, 1990, pp. 452ff) . Thus, pregnant mothers may receive HBL assistance to obtain pre-natal care; disabled citizens may receive one-time help that allows integration into a certain workplace; if the main bread-winner of a household dies, temporary assistance may be given to some other household member to keep the household intact until new sources of income are found; temporarily homeless persons may be assisted with cash until some housing arrangement can be found; and persons with addictions or severe mental illness may be given one-time help to access temporary crisis services.
7 Some HLU goes to people in institutions, where the payments are made directly to the institution and not to the individual. We do not have institutionalized people in our data, however, so for our purposes, HLU is basically a cash assistance system. 8 There certainly are other countries with comparably clear-cut social assistance programs, such as the Income Support system in the UK and RMI (Revenue Minimal d'Insertion) in France. Although it is not clear that data exists on French immigrants, one might find some data on immigrants in the UK through the British Household Panel Survey. However, our data set, the German Socio-Economic Panel, has an ongoing immigration subsample designed to keep the overall sample representative of the current population of the country. See the next section.
